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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Plaintiff Anne D. Ray challenges the Commissioner's denial of her
claim for disability benefits. See 42 U.S.C.§ 405(g) (1994). The dis-
trict court rejected her contentions. Because the Commissioner's deci-
sion was both legally sound and supported by substantial evidence,
see Hays v. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir. 1990), we affirm
the judgment of the district court.

I.

Ray raises three issues on appeal. First, she argues that the Admin-
istrative Law Judge failed to give controlling weight to the opinion of
her treating physician, Dr. McGough. Second, Ray contends that the
ALJ's assessment of her subjective complaints is not supported by
substantial evidence. And third, she maintains that the ALJ's finding
that she had the residual functional capacity for light work was error.
For the reasons stated in the magistrate judge's thorough opinion, we
find that all three of Ray's claims are meritless.

With respect to Ray's first claim, Dr. McGough's opinions were
properly given little deference by the ALJ. McGough's statements
were both conclusory and inconsistent with other more credible medi-
cal reports in the record. Indeed, as the magistrate judge noted, Dr.
McGough's opinions had no grounding in "clinically acceptable labo-
ratory and diagnostic techniques." Dr. Truslow's background as a
rheumatologist rendered him more qualified than Dr. McGough
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(Ray's family physician) to testify as to the limiting effects of Ray's
fibromyalgia.

Secondly, substantial evidence supports the ALJ's assessment of
Ray's subjective complaints. As the ALJ noted, Ray's allegations of
pain were simply "out of proportion with the objective medical docu-
mentation." At the time of the ALJ hearing, Ray was relying solely
on non-prescription medication for her pain. Ray had also failed to
heed the advice of another rheumatologist, Dr. Sutej, that she attend
the Pain Clinic at Bowman Gray Hospital. The ALJ concluded that
Ray's testimony about the restrictions on her daily activities was
"grossly exaggerated." Dr. Truslow stated in fact that Ray had no lim-
itations on her activities except for variable fatigue.

Finally, we reject Ray's contention that she lacked the residual
functional capacity for light work and thereby could not return to her
past work as a sewing machine operator. As the magistrate judge
noted:

The ALJ's decision shows that he considered the functional
demands of plaintiff's past relevant work as a sewing
machine operator, [finding] that her prior work did not
require her to lift more than 20 pounds or remain on her feet
for prolonged periods. The ALJ noted that the evidence sup-
ported a finding that plaintiff is not able to lift and carry
more than 20 pounds or more than 10 pounds on a regular
basis, and that she has no significant non-exertional limita-
tions that would narrow the range of work she can perform.
The ALJ's findings coincide precisely with the regulations'
definition of "light" work.

We agree with the magistrate judge that the ALJ's finding is sup-
ported by substantial evidence and is not based on an error of law.

Having had the benefit of oral argument and the parties' briefs, and
after careful consideration of the applicable law, we conclude that the
district court correctly decided the issues before it. Accordingly, we
affirm on the reasoning of the magistrate judge as adopted by the dis-
trict court. See Ray v. Apfel, No. 2:97CV231 (M.D.N.C. July 27,
1998).

AFFIRMED
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